response to a failure). Before describing the research context and outlining our hypotheses, we briefly review the literatures on collective action and achievement emotions.
The Roles of Emotion, Efficacy, and Identity in Collective Action
Why do people engage in collective action? This question has been studied from different theoretical perspectives. Relative Deprivation Theory (RDT; Guimond & Dube-Simard, 1983; Runciman, 1966; Walker & Smith, 2002) for example posits that people engage in collective action as a result of viewing their group as relatively deprived in comparison with a reference group. Work on RDT further stresses that feelings of deprivation, such as anger, resentment, and outrage are particularly important in driving action (see Walker & Smith, 2002) . This focus on emotion is in line with research on Intergroup Emotion Theory (IET; Mackie, Devos & Smith, 2000; Smith, 1993) , which proposes that, in situations where individuals categorize as members of a social group, group-related events become self-relevant and arouse specific emotions together with their associated action tendencies (see also Gordijn, Wigboldus, & Yzerbyt, 2001 ).
Thus, the appraisal that the ingroup has been treated unfairly arouses (group-based) anger and evokes action tendencies to move against the offender (Mackie et al., 2000; Pennekamp, Doosje, Zebel, & Fischer, 2007; van Zomeren et al., 2004) .
A second line of research has focused more on pragmatic concerns and has highlighted the importance of the perceived efficacy of collective action (e.g., Gamson, 1992; Klandermans, 1997; McCarthy & Zald, 1977; Martin, Brickman, & Murray, 1984) . This idea is related to the notion of stability in Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) , which posits that collective action is most likely to occur when the group hierarchy is viewed as unstable. Much research on collective action has emphasized more proximal, psychological factors such as agency (Gamson, 1974 (Gamson, , 1992 or collective efficacy (Bandura, 2000) , which correspond to the extent to which the ingroup is perceived as being capable of bringing about the desired change.
Consistent with this general approach, there is extensive evidence that the subjective experience of group efficacy predicts collective action intentions (e.g., Mummendey et al., 1999; Van Zomeren et al., 2004) .
A third theoretical approach has focused on the importance of social identity in mobilizing action (e.g., Drury & Reicher, 2000; Reicher, 1996; Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Stürmer & Simon, 2004a,b; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) . This line of work has emphasized the importance of identifying with a politicized group or social movement (Simon & Klandermans, 2001) . A politicized identity is accompanied by an internalization of the goals and norms of the social movement, connects people with the plight of the disadvantaged group, and creates an inner obligation to act on its behalf (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Stürmer & Simon, 2004b) .
Supporting this view, research has demonstrated that identification with a social movement (e.g., 'feminists', 'protest movement against tuition fees') is a more important predictor of engagement in collective action than identification with the disadvantaged group more generally (e.g., 'women', 'students'; Stürmer & Simon, 2004a) .
Rather than viewing emotion, efficacy and identity as competing explanations of collective action, recent work has combined these factors in integrative models. For example, van Zomeren et al. (2004) demonstrated that emotion and efficacy perceptions are two distinct but complementary routes to collective action. In a further extension of this dual pathway model which incorporates the three social-psychological perspectives on collective action, van Zomeren et al. (2008) provided meta-analytic evidence that all three predictors had causal effects on collective action, and that identity can also be conceived of as a more distal predictor which "bridges" the emotional and efficacy explanations of collective action, by both empowering individuals and amplifying injustice perceptions and group-based emotions.
Although there is now substantive evidence for anger, efficacy, and identity as predictors of collective action, it is still not clear what role situational factors such as success or failure of collective action play in motivating future engagement. We believe that achievement emotions are particularly relevant in this respect.
Achievement Emotions as Motivators for Future Action
Emotions play an essential role in initiating and guiding goal-directed behaviour (Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989; Williams & DeSteno, 2008) . Achievement emotions include any emotions that are either directly tied to achievement-related activities (e.g., the enjoyment during an activity) or to achievement-related outcomes (e.g., the pride and hope resulting from success, the shame and frustration resulting from failure; see Pekrun & Stephens, 2010) . Specific achievement emotions are tied to specific situational and individual antecedents. For example, Weiner (1985) proposed that appraisals of the causal factors underlying success and failure, such as locus of success or failure (internal vs. external), controllability, and stability are central in determining the specific emotional experience (e.g., anger, hopelessness, pride, shame). There are also a number of individual-level variables that determine the intensity of achievement emotions, such as the subjective importance of an achievement (see Pekrun & Stephens, 2010) or the extent to which an individual is invested in a domain (Britt et al., 2010) .
The importance of examining achievement emotions lies in their role in shaping future behaviour. For example, shame in response to failure is likely to result in withdrawal, while guilt is likely to increase effort in the future (Weiner, 1985) . Moreover, while hope, pride, or joy following a success are likely to have positive motivational effects, deactivating emotions like relief may be demotivating (Pekrun & Stephens, 2010) . Although there are a range of emotional reactions to performance outcomes that have implications for future behaviour, the present research focused on two emotions that seem particularly relevant in the context of collective action; anger, which has been shown to be a particularly potent predictor of collective action (Leach, Iyer, & Pedersen, 2006) and pride, which has been proposed a potentially important motivator of collective action (Thomas, McGarty, & Mavor, 2009a; van Zomeren et al., 2008 ), but has not yet been investigated.
Pride
Pride is a positive, activating (cf. Feldman Barrett & Russell, 1998) emotion that is experienced in response to achievements which can be attributed to the self (i.e., to one's own abilities or efforts; Pekrun & Stephens, 2010; Weiner, 1985) . Williams and DeSteno (2008) proposed that pride is particularly capable of motivating engagement in difficult tasks. They suggested that, when feeling proud about an accomplishment, individuals are likely to feel an incentive to pursue further action in that domain, despite difficulties and short-term costs. In an experimental test of this idea, Williams and de Steno (2008) demonstrated that pride experienced in response to an accomplishment does indeed predict perseverance on a difficult subsequent task.
Although collective action research has traditionally focused on negatively valenced emotions such as anger or frustration, a number of scholars have suggested that positive emotions also play a role (see Drury & Reicher, 2005; Thomas et al., 2009b; van Zomeren et al., 2008) . The experience of positive emotions as a consequence of success has, however, thus far been examined only in an ethnographic study by Drury and Reicher (2005) , who compared two collective events, one of which succeeded while the other one failed. Their qualitative analysis suggests that success is accompanied by positive emotions such as exhilaration and joy, is immediately empowering, and motivates future action (whereas the experience of failure is accompanied by negative emotions and needs to be cognitive reappraised and construed as a victory to be empowering). But the question of whether pride increases willingness in collective action has not yet been systematically investigated. We propose that the motivating qualities of pride make it a primary candidate to explain sustained collective action and predict that pride in relation to a success of collective action would overall be positively predictive of willingness to engage in such action.
We further consider the question of how pride affects future action intentions. Work on achievement emotions in the academic domain suggests that activating positive emotions such as pride are beneficial for students' academic agency (Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, & Perry, 2002) . As the experience of efficacy is a proximal predictor of collective action (e.g., van Zomeren et al., 2004 van Zomeren et al., , 2008 , one might therefore expect that pride exerts its effect on action by increasing efficacy (i.e., indirectly). This is intuitive as emotions are likely to occur immediately after a success and are then cognitively evaluated, resulting in the expectation that one (or one's group) is likely to succeed again in the future. This, in turn, motivates future participation. This reasoning is also consistent with Drury and Reicher's (2005) observations, who emphasize the centrality of emotion in (dis-)empowerment. Thus, pride as a consequence of successful action is likely to serve as a distal predictor of future engagement, by influencing the cognitive construal of the events and appraisals of the efficacy one's group. Williams and DeSteno (2008) however suggest an alternative relation between pride and efficacy. Although they recognize that these constructs are closely related, they propose that, while efficacy is a cognitive appraisal of ability, pride adds an emotional component that drives motivation and should be proximally predictive of behaviour. Thus, one might expect that pride mediates the relation between efficacy and action intentions, or that pride and efficacy exert independent effects on action intentions. We examine these alternative possibilities.
Anger
Like pride, anger is an activating outcome-related emotion in the context of goal achievement (Pekrun & Stephens, 2010; Weiner, 1985) . It is a negative emotion in response to the nonattainment of a subjectively important goal. Importantly, anger occurs when the nonattainment of a goal is attributed to factors controllable by others, in particular when the barrier imposed by others is arbitrary and perceived as unjustified (Weiner, 1985) . The literature on achievement emotions says little about the behavioural implications of anger in response to failure, and Pekrun and Stephens (2010) suggest that the relations between achievement-related anger and behaviour are likely to be complex. Based on appraisal theories of emotion (e.g., Frijda et al., 1989) one might expect, however, that anger in response to failure evokes action tendencies to move against the offender (the agent viewed as responsible for the failure). As anger is also a well-established as a proximal predictor of collective action tendencies (e.g., van Zomeren et al., 2004 Zomeren et al., , 2008 , we would expect anger in response to failure to be directly and positively related to willingness to engage in collective action in the future.
Although our conceptual framework applies to all members of a disadvantaged group (i.e., all group members who could become part of the mobilization potential, see Klandermans, 1997 ) who learn about the outcomes of the collective efforts, we would not expect each group member to react with the same emotional intensity to the success or failure of action. It is therefore important to consider predictors of anger and pride in response to (non-)attainment of collective goals. As mentioned above, individual differences in the subjective importance of a goal can magnify emotional reactions to performance outcomes (Britt et al., 2010; Pekrun & Stephens, 2010) . We suggest that, when we transfer achievement emotions to the level of groups and collective behaviour, individual differences in social identification are highly relevant. How successes of a group one identifies with affect pride was demonstrated in the studies on the phenomenon of "basking in reflected glory" (Cialdini et al., 1976) . Moreover, the positive link between identification and emotional experience has been established empirically by work on IET (Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007) . Thus, we expect identification, specifically politicized identification (Simon & Klandermans, 2001) , to predict achievement emotions, such that those who identify more strongly with the movement engaged in collective action are more likely to experience pride and anger in response to its successes and failures, respectively.
Furthermore, we examined one additional prediction following from IET (Smith, 1993) and appraisal theories of emotion (Frijda et al., 1989 ) which relates to the experience of anger.
These theoretical accounts suggest that the strength or resources the self (or ingroup) has relative to an offender is a key factor in whether anger (as opposed to fear) occurs. Consistent with this proposition, work on IET has demonstrated that collective support is positively related to anger (Mackie et al., 2000 ; see also Van Stekelenburg, Klandermans & van Dijk, 2011) . Thus, we might expect a positive relation between group efficacy and anger. Efficacy and emotions are, however, conceptualized as separate pathways to action in van Zomeren et al. 's (2004) dual pathway model, suggesting that they may be unrelated. We examine this alternative hypothesis as well.
The Present Research
Our study was conducted in Hessen, Germany, where the conservative CDU government introduced tuition fees in October 2006. This resulted in a wave of protests and the formation of a "protest movement against the introduction of tuition fees". The protest movement organized a number of actions aimed at abolishing the fees, including demonstrations, discussion groups, and a boycott of fees (see Schmiedekampf, 2007) . It also set up a petition calling for a law suit to determine whether or not tuition fees were lawful in Hessen, which was signed by 78,721 people.
The law suit was brought to the federal court in September of 2007.
This study was a 2-wave longitudinal study of students in Hessen conducted in early January (T1) and early July (T2) of 2008. In January, the law suit was still underway and the future of tuition fees in Hessen therefore uncertain. Respondents completed a questionnaire that, among a number of other variables (see Becker, Tausch, Spears, & Christ, 2011; Tausch, Becker, Spears et al., 2011) , assessed their identification with the protest movement, the perceived efficacy of students in abolishing tuition fees, as well as their own willingness to engage in a number of actions against tuition fees. In the period between our first and second assessment, two events occurred: First, there was a change in government in late January, when the centreleft SPD party gained power in Hessen. In keeping with their election promise, the SPD-led government abolished tuition fees in early June of 2008. This was a clear success of the protest movement and was widely celebrated as such (e.g., see Frankfurter Rundschau, 2008; Studis Online, 2008) . However, this success was closely followed by what can be conceived of as a failure of collective action. In mid-June of 2008, the outcome of the lawsuit against the constitutionality of tuition fees, which deemed tuition fees constitutional, was announced. Thus, the campaign of the protest movement to declare tuition fees unconstitutional was unsuccessful and a reintroduction of the fees in the future was therefore possible.
These events created a unique situation where collective action resulted in both a success (the abolishment of fees) and a failure (the rejection of the complaint). It allowed us to simultaneously investigate the effects of emotional reactions to success and failure as predictors of future action intentions. Our second wave of data collection took place briefly after these events, in the beginning of July of 2008. Respondents indicated the extent to which they were proud about the abolishment of the fees and the extent to which they felt anger about the court decision. They also again indicated the perceived efficacy of students (this time in preventing a reintroduction of tuition fees), as well as their willingness to engage in collective actions against tuition fees should they be re-introduced. The panel design of this study allowed us to assess the effects of achievement emotions on action tendencies and efficacy over and above baseline levels of these variables, thus giving some insights into relative changes in these variables as a function of emotional reactions (Finkel, 1995) .
Summary of Hypotheses
The proposed model is depicted in Figure 1 . We expected identification with the protest movement at T1 to positively predict pride in response to the abolishment of fees (Hypothesis 1) and anger in response to the rejection of the complaint (Hypothesis 2). We further hypothesized that anger would positively predict action intentions at T2 (over and above action intentions at T1; Hypothesis 3) and that pride would affect action intentions indirectly by predicting increased efficacy at T2 (over and above T1 efficacy), which would be a positive predictor of action intentions at T2, over and above T1 intentions (Hypothesis 4a). Based on IET, we expected that efficacy at T1 would be a positive predictor of anger (Hypothesis 5a). We also considered a number of alternative hypotheses by testing alternative models. Based on Williams and DeSteno's (2008) suggestions, we considered the possibilities that pride would be a proximal predictor of action and mediate the relation between efficacy at T2 and action intentions at T2 (Hypothesis 4b) and that pride and efficacy would predict action intentions independently Emotional Reactions to Success and Failure of Collective Action 13 (Hypothesis 4c) in two alternative models. Moreover, based on van Zomeren et al. 's (2004) suggestion that efficacy and anger are independent pathways to action, we considered the possibility that T1 efficacy would be unrelated to anger (Hypothesis 5b).
Method

Participants and Procedure
At T1, we posted a link to a web-based survey across various email distribution lists at several universities in Hessen. The study was announced as an opinion survey about tuition fees and 332 students participated. At T2, we sent the link for the T2 survey to those participants who had agreed to participate in a second study and who had provided their email-addresses at T1 (N = 189). Ninety-eight students participated at T2 (response rate = 52%). To match the two surveys, participants assigned themselves an individualized six-letter code along specified criteria. In exchange for participating, they were able to enter into a 2 x 50 Euro lottery.
Participants' ages ranged from 18 to 36 years, with a mean age of 22.58 years (SD = 2.83). Fiftysix per cent of our sample was female. They represented a broad range of study subjects.
Measures Time 1
Identification with the protest movement. Respondents indicated their identification with the protest movement against the introduction of tuition fees using three items (e.g., "I identify with the protest movement", α = .86), on a seven-point rating scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
Group efficacy. Using 7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), respondents indicated the efficacy of students in fighting tuition fees on four items ("I think that students can stop the introduction of tuition fees"; α = .85).
Willingness to engage in collective action. Collective action tendencies were operationalized by six items. Respondents indicated how likely it is that they would participate in in the following actions against tuition fees in the future (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely): participate in discussion meetings, participate in plenary meetings, write flyers, sign a complaint against tuition fees, engage in street theatre, and participate in demonstrations (α = .89).
Time 2
Emotions. On scales ranging from 1 (does not apply at all) to 7 (completely applies), respondents indicated the extent to which they felt pride in response to the abolition of fees ("The thought about the abolishment of tuition fees fills me with pride"), as well as the extent to which they felt anger about the rejected complaint of unconstitutionality of tuition fees ("I'm angry about the rejection of the complaint of unconstitutionality", "The rejection of the complaint of unconstitutionality makes me furious"; r = .73).
Group efficacy. Group efficacy was measured by the same four items as at T1, but this time referring to the potential re-introduction of fees (e.g., "I think that students can stop the reintroduction of tuition fees"; α = .83).
Willingness to engage in collective action. Respondents were asked to indicate how likely it is that they would participate in the same six actions should the fees be reintroduced (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely; α = .89).
Results
Preliminary Analyses
We first compared the respondents of the panel sample at T2 with those responding only at T1 (i.e., the dropouts who did not provide their email addresses or provided their email address but did not participate at T2) with regard to age, gender, identification, group efficacy, and action tendencies. We employed a chi-square test for gender and independent t-tests for the continuous variables. None of the comparisons were significant (all ps > .10), suggesting that there were no systematic drop-outs with regard to these variables.
2
Structural Equation Modelling
Rather than excluding participants with missing values, we imputed a number of missing values (less than 1.5% overall; 8% for identification, 1% for action tendencies at T1, and 1% for action tendencies at T2) using the expectation maximization algorithm (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) , which is superior to listwise or pairwise deletion (Schafer & Graham, 2002) but yielded similar results to listwise deletion when the analysis was repeated here. Imputed values which were out of range were adjusted to the nearest acceptable score point. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1 . Covariance matrices were used as input and estimates were derived using the maximum likelihood procedure. To assess overall model fit, we used the chi-square test, the comparative fit index (CFI), the root mean square of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). A satisfactory fit is generally indicated by a non-significant χ 2 , a χ 2 /df ratio ≤ 3, a CFI ≥ .95, and a RMSEA ≤.08 (p-close >.05-.10) (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999) . To compare alternative models, we used the χ 2 -difference test for nested models (Steiger, Shapiro, & Browne, 1985) and the Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1974) for non-nested models.
First, we compared our proposed model to two alternative models to assess Hypotheses 4a-c. Model 1 (our proposed model) is shown in Figure 1 . All exogenous variables (protest identification at T1, group efficacy at T1, and action intentions at T1) as well as the two emotions measured at T2 were allowed to correlate. Model 2 was identical to Model 1 apart from that it treated pride as a mediator between T2 efficacy and action intentions. Model 3 specified two independent paths from pride and efficacy to action intentions. The residuals of efficacy and pride were allowed to correlate in this model. Model 1 showed a good fit to the data (χ2 (9) Thus, Model 1 was the best-fitting model (see Figure 2 for results). The model explained a sizeable amount of variance of action intentions at T2 (R 2 = .54). As would be expected, T1
group efficacy significantly predicted group efficacy at T2 (β = .42, p < .001) and willingness to engage in collective action at T1 predicted willingness at T2 (β = .39, p < .001). Also, as predicted (Hypotheses 1 and 2), identification with the protest movement at T1 positively predicted both pride (β = .45, p < .001) and anger (β = .45, p < .001) at T2. There was also a positive relation between group efficacy at T1 and anger at T2 (β = .24, p = .005), consistent with Hypothesis 5a. As expected (Hypothesis 3), anger positively predicted action intentions at T2 (β = .31, p < .001). Pride positively predicted efficacy at T2 (β = .30, p < .001), which, in turn, positively predicted T2 action intentions (β = .26, p < .001). To test the significance of this indirect effect, we performed a bootstrapping analysis with 2,000 re-samples. Consistent with 
Discussion
The purpose of this research was to extend current work on collective action by assessing the role of two achievement emotions (pride and anger) in response to success and failure of collective action as predictors of future action intentions. As predicted, anger about the failure of collective action predicted willingness to engage in collective action in the future. This is in line with previous work supporting the motivating potential of anger (Guimond & Dube-Simard, 1983; Mackie et al., 2000; van Zomeren et al., 2004) . However, extending upon this work, the present research demonstrates that the anger about the non-attainment of a collective goal, which, according to Weiner (1985) , occurs when that non-attainment is attributed to the (unjustified) actions of others, can mobilize further action.
Our hypothesis that pride about a success of the movement would indirectly predict willingness to get engaged by increasing the perceived efficacy of the ingroup in achieving future goals was also supported. This indirect effect suggests that pride, which is likely to occur immediately after a success, can shape expectation that one's group is likely to be successful again in the future. This, in turn, increases individuals' willingness to engage in collective action in the future. This interpretation is consistent with Drury and Reicher's (2005) findings, who suggested that positive emotions are central to empowerment, and is in line with work emphasizing the proximal relation between efficacy and action intentions (van Zomeren et al., 2004 (van Zomeren et al., , 2008 . This finding is, however, inconsistent with Williams and DeSteno's (2008) suggestion that pride should be a proximal predictor of behaviour. In their experiment, Williams and DeSteno found that feelings of pride predicted perseverance on a subsequent task over and above participants' rating of their performance on a dot estimation task compared to others (which the authors used as a proxy for self-efficacy), which itself did not predict perseverance.
That efficacy in this case did not proximally predict behaviour over and above pride in that context is not surprising; performance on the dot estimation task relative to others was in fact the manipulation to induce pride (and the measure of self-efficacy thus a manipulation check) and the additional task was performed directly after this manipulation. It is likely that these experiences of pride would, over time, feed into self-efficacy. Nonetheless, the psychological mechanisms by which the experience of positive achievement emotions such as pride feeds into subjective experiences of efficacy warrant future research.
Furthermore, the intensity of pride and anger was predicted by respondents' identification with the protest movement. Thus, students who identified with, or were psychologically invested in, the movement were more likely to feel proud about the accomplishments of the movement (the abolition of the fees) and more likely to be angry about the non-attainment of a group goal (establishing the unconstitutionality of fees). This finding is in line with theorizing regarding politicized identities, which are accompanied by an internalization of the goals of the movement (Simon & Klandermans, 2001) . It is also consistent with IET (e.g., Smith et al., 2007) which posits that the experience of group-related emotions is a function of level of identification with that group.
Also consistent with IET (see Mackie et al., 2000) , and appraisal theories of emotion more generally (e.g., Frijda et al., 1989) , was the finding that perceived group efficacy at T1 predicted anger in response to failure at T2. These theories suggest that, because emotions are functional (i.e., they guide adaptive behavior), the strength the self has is a key factor in whether or not anger is experienced (e.g., Frijda et al., 1989) . When the self is perceived as strong, anger, which is accompanied with "move against" action tendencies, is experienced. Conversely, when the self is relatively weak, anxiety and fear (together with "move away" action tendencies) are more likely to be experienced. The relation between strength and anger has also been established in the context of intergroup behaviour (Mackie et al., 2000) , where participants who perceived the ingroup as strong were more likely to experience group-based anger and to report "move responses. In this model, appraisals predict coping responses (e.g., collective action participation) and coping responses in turn feed back into re-appraisals (e.g., an increase in perceived coping potential), which also influence one another (e.g., increased coping potential influences anger). Moreover, in Thomas et al.'s (2009a) normative alignment model, sustained collective action is the consequence of an alignment between identities and norms about efficacy, emotion and action.
Strengths and Limitations
We believe that the current research has a number of strengths. First of all, our research was conducted in the context of real-life collective action, where success and failure had real consequences for the groups involved. The study therefore possesses a good degree of ecological validity. Furthermore, improving upon other studies of real-life collective action that have often used cross-sectional data (e.g., Mummendey et al., 1999; Pennekamp et al., 2007) , the present study used a panel design, which allows stronger causal inferences and the assessment of relative change in our primary outcome variables (Finkel, 1995) . Nonetheless, longitudinal studies are still susceptible to third variable influences and experimental work is therefore needed to further back up our results. Furthermore, the focus on a specific context poses the question of external validity and we suggest that future research should replicate our findings in other contexts of collective action to show that our findings are generalizable.
Furthermore, like most research on collective action, we relied on behavioural intentions as our criterion variable. Previous research has shown that behavioural intentions are a proxy for behaviour and predict actual participation in collective action (e.g., Blackwood & Louis, in press; De Weerd & Klandermans, 1999; Webb & Sheeran, 2006) . Examining action intentions is also valuable in itself as it helps us to understand how people become part of the mobilization potential of a movement (Klandermans, 1997) . Nonetheless, future research should further strengthen the present findings by investigating the extent to which achievement emotions predict actual participation.
Finally, we would like to emphasize that the current work does not represent a complete analysis of the role of achievement emotions in collective action. Although we believe that anger and pride are highly relevant and common achievement emotions in the domain of collective action, the literature on achievement emotions considers a wide array of achievement-related emotions (see Pekrun & Stephens, 2010; Weiner, 1985) , some of which (e.g., deactivating emotions such as sadness or hopelessness in response to failure) are likely to reduce motivations to engage in collective action. Moreover, the present research has focused on the group-based emotions in response to the outcomes of collective action and has not considered emotions related to the activity itself (e.g., enjoyment while protesting; see Pekrun & Stephens, 2010) , which are also likely to predict further participation. These emotions could be further investigated in future research.
Contributions, Implications and Directions for Future Research
Despite these limitations, we believe that the present research makes a number of valuable contributions. To our knowledge, this study is the first to examine how emotional outcomes of success and failure of collective action determine motivations to get engaged in the future. It thereby highlights the importance of considering the reciprocal relations between emotions and collective action, and fits into recent calls to develop dynamic theoretical models of collective action and its predictors (see Becker et al., 2011a; Becker, Tausch, & Wagner, 2011b; van Zomeren et al., in press ). Furthermore, to our knowledge, the present study is also the first to empirically investigate the motivating role of pride in the context of collective action. That pride might be a relevant emotion that motivates collective action has been proposed by several authors (see Thomas et al., 2009b; van Zomeren et al., 2008) , but this claim had thus far remained unsubstantiated. The present findings provide insights into the process through which pride influences action intentions by showing that pride increases the perceived efficacy of the ingroup in achieving social change. This idea further extends van Zomeren et al.'s (in press ) recent model by suggesting that one mechanism through which collective action affects the perceived coping potential and efficacy of the ingroup is through feelings of pride in response to successful collective action (or action that is construed as such).
By taking a first step towards integrating collective action research with the literature on achievement emotions, and transferring ideas surrounding achievement motivations to the group level, the present work opens up a range of potentially fruitful avenues for future research. The literature on achievement emotions, which has thus far been confined to settings of individuallevel educational or sports achievement (see Pekrun & Stephens, 2010) , is very rich and makes a number of relevant predictions regarding the cognitive appraisals of success and failure that determine distinct emotional experiences. For example, Weiner (1985) posits that the perceived causes of success and failure can be classified among three main dimensions, locus (whether the cause of success or failure is perceived as due to internal factors such as ability or external factors such as luck), stability (whether the factors responsible for success or failure are expected to fluctuate or to be relatively constant), and controllability (whether the factors that caused success or failure are controllable by the individual). Causal attributions along these dimensions then affect a variety of emotional experiences with important consequences for future behaviour (e.g., the persistence with which a goal is pursued in the future).
These dimensions of causal attribution should also be relevant in the context of success or failure of collective action, and may independently or interactively predict emotional responses.
For example, successful collective action that is attributed internally (the organization and strength of the movement) is more likely to result in pride (and subsequently in higher efficacy beliefs and future action intentions) than successful collective action that is attributed externally (luck, a weak opponent, or other specific situational circumstances). Perceiving the causes of failure as stable could result in hopelessness and consequently apathy and inaction or, as suggested by recent work , to particularly provocative action strategies among actors who feel that they have nothing to lose.
Furthermore, examining the attributions that accompany success and failure of collective action could also give insights into the aetiology of less well-understood emotions in the context of collective action. For example, recent work on the emotional predictors of extreme forms of collective action suggests that contempt (rather than anger) predicts non-normative action (Tausch et al., 2011) . It is not yet clear, however, how such (political) contempt develops, and when injustice appraisals are accompanied by anger and when by contempt. The literature on emotions in interpersonal relations indicates that contempt arises from anger than remains unresolved (Fischer & Roseman, 2007) . This suggests that the failures of previous attempts to achieve justice, and how these are construed, may contribute to the development of contempt.
Thus, further examining the cognitive appraisals and emotional reactions to failure of collective action might provide important insights into when and why movements come to consider nonnormative forms of political action.
Understanding the causal attributions underlying achievement emotions in collective action could also have practical implications. For example, Drury and Reicher (2005) observed that actors can cognitively restructure failed collective action in such a way that it is perceived as a (moral) victory (see also Barr & Drury, 2009) . We suggest that the causes of success or failure could similarly be re-appraised. Thus, to prevent apathy and despair in the face of failure of collective action, re-attributing the likely causes of failure (e.g., from internal to external causes) and thereby reshaping emotional responses to failure (e.g., from despair to anger) could prevent dissolution and help to secure continued engagement.
To conclude, we suggest that future research should go beyond the present work by examining the impact of specific causal attributions of success and failure, the variety of emotional experiences resulting from these appraisals, as well as their role in motivating future engagement. Although the motivational dynamics resulting from the causal attributions of success and failure of collective action are likely to be complex, a better understanding of these mechanisms would help answering some of the "big" questions in collective action and social movement research (see Louis, 2009; Wright, 2009) , such as why people remain committed to a cause in the face of setbacks and failures, when and why people come to opt for non-normative forms of political action such as violence, and what needs to be done to build enduring social movements for progressive social change.
Footnotes
(1) Note that these items refer to students more generally rather than the protest movement.
They were however embedded in a number of other scales referring to the movement and concern students engaged in protest and were therefore probably understood as assessing efficacy of the protest movement.
(2) We also measured past participation in collective action against tuition fees and anger about the introduction of the fees at T1. There were no significant differences between our panel sample and those who participated only at T1 in terms of past participation (p = .194) or anger (p = .248).
(3) As we had also included a measure of own participation in collective actions against tuition fees at T1 we were able to examine the role of past participation as a predictor in (4) Our theoretical model did not include baseline emotions because the variables of theoretical interest were emotions in relation to a specific event (the non-/attainment of a goal) which occurred after the baseline data collection. Nonetheless, we had included a more general measure of anger about the introduction of tuition fees at T1, which allowed us to explore the role of baseline anger in our model. Anger about the introduction of tuition fees emerged as a significant predictor of both achievement emotions and was thereby indirectly (but not directly) related to action intentions at T2. Moreover, the proposed relations between variables in our model remained the same when anger was included, with the exception of the paths from identification to achievement emotions, which were reduced (β = .18, p = .058, for anger; β = .17, p = .100, for pride) and became non-significant. This suggests that anger about the general issue may be a more proximal, and identification a more distal, predictor of achievement emotions. Specific results of these additional analyses can be requested from the corresponding author. 
